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Part 1 


[The session begins in medias res, with comments presented by a 
student] 


A student: [Almost inaudible remarks] reference to Eisenstein on 
mysticism... [reference to mysticism in the 19th century]...me, I see 
an absolute self [1:00]...is there a relationship with the category 
impersonal... [0:00-1:22]? 


Deleuze: These quotes that you read, who are they from? Whose 
quotes are these from? 


Student: [Answer unclear] 


Deleuze: Yeah, yeah, yeah... The rigor of the question worries me. 
[Laughs] [Pause] That's what's happening. I would like you to feel 
[2:00] these things yourselves. Indeed, suppose I say -- and so as I 
said, suppose I say again -- we group into the category of 


"primacy" a certain number of states which have in common only that 
they are unrelated to a 


"me", and to be without spatio-temporal assignment. I say that. It 
allows me [to say that] it's like a first band, it's up to me to say: oh 
yes, not everything is like that! There is 


[3:00] also -- as we have seen -- secondness, and there is also 
thirdness. I did not specify, when I made this first, not even a 
definition, this first very broad grouping of firstness, I did not specify 
whether there is, assuming that there is indeed, the first remark that 
one can tell me: do such states exist? I would almost say, there, not a 
matter of taste, but a matter of philosophical tastes. Because "do such 
states exist?" ", What does it mean ? It can mean: do such states 
present themselves in a pure state? So, some, I suppose, among us, 
there will be a certain number who will say: firstness, no sense. It will 
want 


[4:00] to say that, ultimately, I don't have to use it, me, as I see 
things, I don't have to use it. Very legit, very legit. 


Second possible reaction: ha, yes, firstness means something to me! 
And indeed, in your experience, you say to yourself: oh yes! I have 
known states of this type, states that I experienced as having no 


relation to myself, and without a relation to a determined space-time. 
Or else, third possible reaction: yes, I see clearly what he means, you 
say to yourself, I suppose, I clearly see what he means, but these are 
not pure states, that; it is strictly speaking: a pole of certain 
experiences. Which would mean: what you call firstness, [5:00] does 
not exist 


never in a pure state; it is an abstract pole of experience that you have 
the right to bring out. But it is understood that all concrete states have 
an aspect of firstness, but also have other aspects. 


So, that's why, in the questions you ask me, it's without any 
provocation that I very often want to answer: it's really the one who 
asks the question who alone has the means to answer it. respond. 
There are certain cases, if you tell me, for example, well, what exactly 
did Peirce mean with firstness, secondness, I did not understand, there 
I can answer, try to answer, starting, trying to resume the analysis in 
another way. But I'll take the example of the question you just asked 
me. In my opinion, I would answer only this: see in the texts [6:00] 
that you find; first, you give me two quotes. Me, I can hardly manage 
in these two quotes. But I would say, the first, you tell me yourself, 
goes quite in the direction of “a state without relations with the self”, 
and indeed, it is a mystical state. Remember, it should also be said 
that in what we have vaguely defined as firstness, one asks the 
question - there too, you can have different states -- assuming that 
such states exist, what structures of experiences present? And there, it 
is very varied since, the last time, we saw that it could be the 
experience of falling asleep, but it could also be the experience, 
certain experiences of delirium, certain experiences of the 
schizophrenic type, and it could still be some mystical [7:00] 
experiences. And it was not at all a question, for us, of saying: all that 
was the same thing. It was simply an aspect of the experience which 
was discovered as much in certain experiences of falling asleep, as in 
certain experiences of schizophrenic processes, as in certain mystical 
experiences. Good. 


Thereupon you say to me: yes, but the mystical experience is not 
reduced to that because there are aspects of the mystical experience 
where the reference to a "me" intervenes. I would say there -- it's not a 
discussion — I would say, I'm not quite sure as... I'm not quite sure. 
Personally, I believe that when the "me" intervenes in a process of 


mystical experience, it is no longer under the species of mystical 
experience, but it is under the species... there has been a shift of the 
[8:00] mystical experience to what could be called the “domain of 
faith” which is not quite, which is not the same thing. But, even if you 
answered me: yes, yes, it is part of the mystical experience, I would 
say very well, it is because the mystical experience does have a pole of 
primacy, but what also intervenes, in the mystical experience, aspects 
of secondness. 


That's a way of saying that you refer that we have studied, that we 
have all seen together, if you refer a problem to yourself, of course, I 
can help you put some order in your problem or in the material you 
bring, but I don't have the answer; you have it. In any case, I never 
said: the mystical experience is this, because that, I am quite incapable 
of speaking of the mystical experience. [9:00] All I have said is that 
certain aspects, according to the account by the mystics of their 
experience, certain aspects insist on the impossibility of relating the 
mystical experience to a "me". and to relate the mystical experience to 
space-time coordinates. That's all. Now, that in the mystical 
experience, that there are other elements, perhaps? Alright. In 
particular, I would say, myself, that there is surely an element, to 
speak like Peirce, of thirdness. That is to say, there is a form of 
thought in the mystical experience, but that is all normal. Understand? 
I mean, you don't have to close those categories at all. You absolutely 
do not have to close them; you have to leave one thing: well, finally 
maybe all experience [10:00] has its aspect of firstness, 


secondness, thirdness. Yes of course. Simply we can say that such an 
experience emphasizes, presents an accent on or presents a moment 
when the firstness is almost pure, etc.... Yes ? 


A student: [ Inaudible remarks] ... presents a complement to the 
affection-image which is summarized... [ Inaudible remarks; the 
student wonders to what extent Bergson's words can be compared to 
those of Maine de Biran, considered in the previous session, and even 
why Deleuze seems to have left Bergson entirely] [11:00-12:00] 


Deleuze: Yeah. How severe you are with me! [Laughs] I would answer 
this: it is true, strictly speaking. If I had wanted, out of coquetry, to 
stick to Bergson as the only guiding thread, I had in fact no need to 
make my reference to Maine de Biran, and my reference to Peirce. I 


just note that if Bergson replaced Maine de Biran so easily, it was 
because he knew him very well. So why [13:00] did I hold on? I 
maintain that ultimately, our only effective driver was Bergson, why? 
To launch the distinction of our three images, the image-perception, 
the image-affection, the image-action. 


But, you felt it - I don't need to say it - Bergson, we left him some time 
ago. Everything we saw, everything we said, he does not say. I don't 
mean he says it. So it served us, and that's it, and for me and for you, 
it must be the same thing, you have to both not make a great 
philosopher say what he didn't say, and one must make full use of it, 
one must consider what he said as an object of a possible use, one 
must make use of it. 


Why did I feel the need to take a detour? I say this because [14:00] at 
the same time, it's shameful and it's very respectable because I say to 
myself: hey, this is a good opportunity to teach them something. 
[Laughs] They shouldn't know Fort, they shouldn't know Maine de 
Biran anymore, and they shouldn't know Peirce yet. So now is the 
time. It is fully justified if, even two or three of you, I made you want 
to read Peirce or to read Maine de Biran. But I still needed it 
otherwise. 


It's because Peirce's categories, for example -- firstness, secondness, 
thirdness -- it seems to me, will allow us to relaunch. And that there, 
in effect, it overflows Bergson, that does not contradict him, it is a 
completely different kind of problem, burdensome for me. Have I 
forgotten Bergson lately? Because in the first trimester, I remind you, 
that we devoted once and a second time, [15:00] therefore two 
different times, to sessions which were solely a commentary on Matter 
and Memory, and which we had to comment on only with these two 
sessions the first chapter of Matter and Memory. I don't forget at all, 
and if the time is given to us, after Easter, we will come back 
completely this time to the second and third chapters of Matter and 
Memory, so that, for the end of the year, I would like to have finished 
all of Matter and Memory. But if here I am introducing secondity and 
thirdness, firstness, it is indeed because, in a way, it will revive the 
three types of images that we had extracted from Bergson, and it will 
perhaps allow us to push the analysis of the action-image further -- 
not than Bergson himself -- but further than Bergson gives us the 
means. [Pause] [4:00 p.m.] So, we have to go. And indeed... yes? 


Georges Comtesse: Regarding the question that was asked about 
mysticism, we could perhaps say that it is not as far removed as that 
concerning Bergson's relationship to mysticism because 


that he himself had declared that the metaphysical experience of the 
deep self, that it led precisely to the mystical experience. He added, 
“We believe we see that to be the truth. » 


In other words, in Bergson, there is a link between the experience 
with the mystical, and the truth of the mystical. That's a first remark. 


Another remark is: when you say that mysticism [17:00], obviously, 
mystical [indistinct word] mystical experimentation differs from 
simple faith, in the sense, for example, of a religious faith which 
would simply refer to a god, to a determined or even channeled belief 
in some power [indistinct word], okay. But it must also be said that 
there is in mysticism a certain faith, if only what perhaps implies 
precisely all, I say, all illness, namely a mystical faith in death, and 
that this is precisely the limit and certainly the truth of the disease. 
For example, I remember a speech in Brussels, where Lacan, he said of 
the sick, he said like that, "Death, [6:00 p.m.] if you don't believe it," 
that is, say, if she were not for you an object of such faith, "could you 
live like this? In other words, he posed the question directly of illness 
in relation to faith, illness as mystical faith in death. That's the second 
remark. 


A third remark is concerning what you said at the end of the last 
lesson, and that someone did not understand — moreover here — who 
had not dared to ask the question concerning — 


yes, yes, it is very strange; one can ask questions, and there are 
apparently some people who are sometimes inhibited from asking 
certain questions, whereas it is in principle possible including, finally, 
a speech - well, someone therefore did not understand the relationship 
between the synsign, 


[19:00] the qualisign, and the legisign. And I had thought of a 
precisely cinematographic example which is the example of Alfred 
Hitchcock's film called "No spring for Marnie" [1964; "Mary"]. There is 
in "No spring for Marnie" an example of Peirce's theory of the sign in 
itself since we have the sign of a state of affairs for Marnie. It is the 
traumatic upheaval on the red flowers; we don't know why she is 
upset, what connection there is between her compulsion, maddened 
by people; that is the synsign, which is embodied in a state of things, 
the overwhelming red. Then there is the qualisign, the color itself, it is 
the red itself, the color red as it is, [20:00] which invades the whole 


screen and not simply embodied in the flowers; and the mediation at 
the end of the film, that is to say the scene with the mother and the 
little girl of the sailor and which is the law of color. Here is an 
example... 


Deleuze: And why in...? I didn't see that, "No spring..."; why, what is 
the role of red in the third image? 


Countess: I think in this scene, Hitchcock is making up an ironic 
interpretation of the whole movie, maybe for fun, for fun, I don't 
know, but he's trying to explain the relationship of red with Marnie's 
[21:00] shyness linked to a childhood scene, a primitive scene where 
the mother, she had no money, she [indistinct word], so she had to 
prostitute herself with seamen. And one day, there is a sailor who 
comes, and while the little girl was sleeping, Marnie, the little one, 
and the sailor abused, brutalized the mother beyond measure, and she 
[indistinct word], and the mother and daughter killed him. [Deleuze 
says, yes, yes, yes, but blocks what Comtesse says]. So there is the 
mediation of red. 


Deleuze: I see, very good example, that, very, very good example, can 
you give it to me? This is a good example. Yeah, fine. Well, then, that 
takes us to the next one. [Pause] That is to say, we are already in the 
element of the action-image. You remember, in a word, firstness, if I 
use Peirce's terms, firstness is the affective, but not in any sense of 
affect, in the sense of [22:00]" quality-power". Secondness is action, 
the effort-resistance relationship, and thirdness, very broadly 
speaking, is the mind. This division of the world, this division of the 
images into three, it seemed quite bizarre to us. If we thought we were 
done with the affection-image, then we naturally entered into the 
action-image. 


Now the action-image, we say, is secondness, that is to say, not only is 
it what comes second; that is quite unimportant, this logical 
unfolding. [23:00] But it is "that which in itself is two", as opposed to 
the quality-potency which in itself is one and refers only to itself. It is 
what in itself is two. Let us therefore try to specify what the action- 
image is going to be made of. It must be taken in the broad sense. 
First, after all, secondness, I suggest that -- and this is consistent with 
Peirce's analyzes of any other theme -- that, in fact, there are two 
forms of secondness. There are two secondaries. We are not done with 


this two. 


There are two secondaries. Let's say that there is like a primary 
secondness, that is to say a secondness -- we must take that [24:00] all 
literally -- which would still be very close to firstness. It would no 
longer be firstness, but in itself, as secondness, it would be a primary 
secondness. 


What is primary secondness? As we have seen, it is when one -- or 
several -- qualities-powers are realized or actualized in a state of 
things. And, it is exactly, it responds to Peirce's notion: the synsign. 
[During the previous session, when Deleuze introduced Peirce's terms, 
he used Peirce's direct term, "sinsigne", while he will transform this 
term henceforth into "synsigne"] The quality-power in itself is was a 
"qualisign"; when the quality-potency is actualized in a state of affairs, 
we have a synsign. [25:00] There is already secondness since you have 
"quality-power", on the one hand, a state of things which actualizes, 
on the other hand. It is a primary second. The whole, therefore, you 
call synsign. It is... 


example: the qualisign was rain or rain; the synsign is: this rainy day, 
this rainy day. This time, the quality-potency, "the rainy one", is 
actualized in a determined state of things: this day, here and now. So 
it is actualization in a determined space-time. 


You see that this is already enough [26:00] to distinguish from the 
domain of affection. We had seen the role of arbitrary spaces. There, 
with the action-images, the space will no longer be arbitrary; it will be 
a here-now space, that is to say a space defined by its spatio-temporal 
coordinates. 


I hope that is very clear. This is therefore the first aspect of the action- 
image. We can call it, at choice -- and we will see why -- a world, a 
milieu, a situation, at choice, maybe not. Perhaps the world, 
environment and situation have hidden nuances, that there will be 
nuances. But this is the first aspect of the action-image. 


And then, I say, there is a second secondness [Pause] [27:00] that we 
could call, this time, true secondness, true secondness, because you 
feel that the first secondness is still very close, that there are 
imperceptible transitions from firstness to first secondness. The true 
secondness, it appears, this time, no longer at the level of the current 
world, of the state of things 


determined, of the situation, but it appears at the level of pure and 
simple action. The situation, in one way or another, is found to 
generate an action that will react on the situation. The situation or the 
environment will generate, will cause an action which will react on 
the environment, therefore the action, either under its [28:00] effort- 
resistance aspect, or under its action-reaction aspect, always implies 
"two". 


Action, what is action? It's the duel. [Pause] Action implies at least the 
relationship between two forces, effort-resistance, action-reaction, 
whether these forces are distributed between two people, between a 
person and a thing. All sorts of combinations are possible, but we will 
accept -- very roughly -- for the beginning of our analysis, the formula: 
the action is the duel. And that is the real secondness. [Pause] We will 
be less surprised, finally, well, 


[29:00] then you remember, when the sign, according to Peirce, when 
the sign is of the dual type, action-reaction, effort-resistance, for 
example, my effort is the sign of the resistance that I face, or 
conversely the resistance that I face is the sign of my action. These 
signs of duel, where a term, an existing term, where an actual existent 
becomes a sign of another actual existent, this is what Peirce called, in 
the table that we had seen the last time, an index. 


So, in the same way, I can already conclude, [30:00] because it seems 
very important to me if, that we fix... I want to say two contradictory 
things at the same time, which seems very important to me, that's is 
that we fix our terminology, because those terms are real concepts, 
and at the same time, that you don't harden them, that you feel that 
we pass from one to the other in a way very, very nuanced. If I try to 
summarize, I would say, well yes, the action-image begins when, on 
the one hand, the qualisign becomes a synsign and, on the other hand, 
when the icon becomes an index. Affection-images were qualisigns 
and icons. The qualisign was the quality-power exhibited in any space; 
the icon was the power-quality expressed by a face. [ Break] [31:00] 


You see that the action-image supposes that one has left this domain 
of affection-images; we are no longer in the field of qualisigns. We are 
in the domain of synsigns, namely qualities-powers actualized in a 
determined state of things. And we are no longer in the domain of 
icons; we are in the domain of clues, that is to say actions that 
proceed by duels. Well, don't I have, in my concern to always hold as 
two poles only to carry out my analysis, do I not have and another 
complementary concern, that these two poles are not traced on the 


two poles of the other types of images, there, aren't we in the process 
of finding our two poles of the action-image, what we could very 
broadly call: the situation or the synsign; the action, the duel or the 
index, on the other hand? [32:00] And the whole action-image would 
unfold, not in a fixed order, but from one pole to the other or from the 
other pole to one. 


Because after all, it takes a long way. There, immediately, something 
strikes us, if you will. 


What may strike us immediately is that, from a situation to an action, 
what will have to be done in order to be able to pass legitimately from 
one to the other, or from one action to a situation, at the level of the 
image, at the level of the cinema image? It is a whole mode of 
narrative; a whole story is at stake; it’s a whole cinematic logic. What 
intermediaries will be needed? I say: the situation gives rise to an 
action, and the action reacts on the situation. Good. But at what cost ? 
How do you go from the situation [33:00] to the duel? 


The action-duel, in fact, you find it everywhere in the action-image in 
the cinema, you find it everywhere. If I search across genres: western, 
no need to comment; the historical film, as soon as there is a battle, 
with all sorts of problems, because, after all, where is the real duel? 
What is good about the action-image in the cinema, we will see why, 
you never know where the real duel is. He is never where you think 
he is. It's like an interlocking of duels one inside the other. Why is 
there necessarily an interlocking of duels one inside the other? Ha, I 
thought the duel was between such and such, such and such a 
character in the story, then I realize on another level, not at all. It 
happens between a third and a fourth, [34:00] or between the second 
and a third. It is never where I believe, the duel. 


But if there is this interlocking of duels, it is because it is not at all 
self-evident, the passage from the situation which requires an action: 
to be resolved, the passage from the situation to the action. And what, 
exactly, is the element of action? What is the action that will resolve 
the situation or react to the situation? If you like, there is a whole 
system of approximations that will delight the cinema, that is to say 
the discovery of a story, the discovery of a story where, to move from 
the situation to the duel , to the action-duel, one needs many, many 
intermediaries, and so that the duel reflects on the situation -- except 


in certain cases; I only know of one case, to tell the truth; [35:00] 


he's so beautiful and he's so funny -- but precisely, imagine a film 
where we propose to show an immediate transformation of the 
situation into a duel, to speak barbaric, a film where we propose to 
show immediately the brutal transformation of a subscript synsign. If 
that happened, everyone would laugh. That is to say, it could only be 
in a specific genre, burlesque, that we would show that. It is not easy. 


I only know one case, one case, but, so funny, but I say all this, 
because when I'm going to tell it, there won't be anything to laugh 
about. This will show you how good for those who will remember the 
image. There is a film by WC Fields, [36:00] which is marvellous, 
which is his great Shakespearian film, whose title I no longer know, 
moreover. I don't remember the title in English or the title in French. 
There, he gives all his talent. What an actor he would have been in 
Shakespearean theatre! What a Falstaff he would have played, Fields! 
But, but, but, now... he's in his cabin, in his cabin in the north, it's 
snowing everywhere, etc. - Does anyone remember what it's called? [ 
In LImage-Mouvement (p. 212), Deleuze gives the title of this film 
only in English, "The Fatal Glass of Beer" ( The Movement-Image , p. 
154). ] [A student answers him, inaudible] Anyway, it doesn't matter 
— He has his cap, he has his terrific fur cap, all that. He received his 
son; he will knock out his son. There are Shakespearian evenings 
where they say goodbye, "Goodbye, father!" "Goodbye, son!" for ten 
minutes. There, there are “goodbyes”, all that. And there's the big 
[37:00] Fields thing... What? 


A student: [The same student suggests a title and reminds him of 
details] 


Deleuze: Maybe... That's it, he's going to milk the moose. He opens all 
the time, he rhythmically opens the door, and he says, "It's been a 
while not to put a dog out" in a pure Shakespearean voice. He 
immediately receives two snowballs in the mouth! You see what's in 
there, how it's burlesque. "It's been a while since you put a dog 
outside"; indeed, we see the wind, the ice, the snow, etc. ; it is a 
picture of the situation. And as soon as he says that, he receives the 
two snowballs, as if someone had sent them to him. It's here 


immediate transmutation of the situation into a duel. [38:00] And 
then there, when you see the image, not when I tell it, but when you 


see the image, in fact, you are seized with laughter... because there 
was precisely this situation, this immediate transformation, this 
transformation on the spot, immediate. But otherwise, it's very 
complicated. 


And that will be the subject... and no doubt, the very great directors 
will recognize themselves by certain styles in an action cinema, where 
action-images prevail, they will recognize each other, these two poles, 
and by the way in which they combine these two poles, the synsign 
pole and the index pole, the first secondness and the second 
secondness. That is to say, I remind you: the action-image oscillates 
from one pole to the other; the first pole is, once again, the qualities- 
powers, that is to say the affects [39:00] as actualized in determined 
states of things; the second pole is the actions which, in the form of 
duels, will arise from the state of things and react on the state of 
things. That's it, but unless we've already been too fast. For, I say, let 
us return then; as soon as we have the impression of having been too 
fast, we go back a little. The qualities-powers are actualized in a state 
of things. [Pause] This is what we could call a milieu: a milieu is made 
up of actualized potency-qualities. [Pause] And [40:00] it's going to 
develop into action-reactions. 


I say, weren't we too fast? Not too fast ? And from what point of view, 
too quickly. Perhaps, let us suppose, authors of genius can try to grasp 
the actualization, since we are indeed in the domain of the image- 
action, that is to say the process of actualization. Authors of genius 
can perhaps say to themselves: hey, we'll take things first, that's not 
enough, suppose. 


There one could like playing a radio game; I am not going to quote 
the authors of whom I am thinking. And there, we are going to do a 
radio anti-game, because if you find them, you will have lost because 
it is because my description [41:00] will have been so accurate, I will 
win, and if you do not find them, you will win since my description 
will have been false; my idea will have been wrong... I don't say which 
authors. 


And There you go. They say: before the potency-qualities are 
actualized in milieus, in determined space-times, they are actualized, 
let us say, in “worlds”. In worlds! 


In worlds, what does that mean? As in births of worlds. For there to be 
actualization, a world must be born. Cinema, in its image-action 
aspect, must make us witness the birth of a world. [42:00] In other 
words, yet, yet, you will be shown - I guess that’s them talking; yet 


you will be shown perfectly determined states of affairs. You will be 
shown backgrounds either fictional or real, it doesn't matter. We'll 
show you mountains, we'll show you casinos. You will be shown — 
don't search, you; I don't think that's of any interest — you'll be shown 
fictional principalities, you'll be shown apartment rooms, etc., etc. 


But you will see that through our art, -- I always make you talk -- you 
will see that through our art, you will not only grasp them, you will 
grasp them well like that, like determined space-times, [43:00] but 
you will grasp them at the same time as births of worlds. They make 
us assist, I mean... They are at the same time completely determined 
milieus, they are at the same time worlds [43:17] [Recording 
interrupted: the following text - until the beginning of next paragraph 
-- is provided by the transcription of Paris 8: who are born before our 
eyes. These determined milieus are valid for an originary world. 
They'll say the world never stops 


not to be born, that the world does not stop being born at each 
moment of its history, and it is up to the cinema to show this aspect 
by which the world does not stop being born. 


In other words], [Here the recording resumes] any determined milieu 
is as it were doubled by an originary world which is going to take its 
place. And originary, that will not mean the world of nature "before"; 
it is here and now that milieus, if you know how to grasp them with 
sufficient depth, are valid for originary worlds. [Pause] That sounds 
odd. 


And I would say that this is the fundamental ambition of what we 
could call, what? If the action-image, to which I rushed earlier, 
situation-action [44:00] -- and then I realized that I was going too fast 
-- if situation-action, the schema of one of these two secondities, let us 
give it its name: it is what we will call realism. 


Milieu-action, reaction on the milieu, this is realism. If we try to found 
a concept of realism, that is realism, when the milieus give way to 
original worlds. When the determined states of things let slip an 
originary world which is valid for them, here and now, what is that? 
That's no longer the business... You feel that there is something by 
which realism is exceeded; it seems, if you like -- that's how we 
recognize these men of cinema -- it seems that [45:00] the world itself 
begins only with the film, only with the images that it shows. With 


realists, it's not like that. With the realists, the images they show refer 
to a previous world, that is to say that the film is supposed to be 
caught in the current of something that overflows it. There not at all. 
With the film, we witness the birth of a world. Nothing precedes and 
nothing will follow. Nothing precedes and nothing will follow, what is 
that? It is the ambition that goes beyond realism, once again, that 
makes him levy. 


But to reconstitute the original world has always been the ambition, 
but the ambition, it seems to me, secret and profound, of what is 
called naturalism. And naturalism, of course, you know, doesn't mean 
the natural world; [46:00] that means determinate space-times, but 
unlike realism, these are determinate space-times from which we tear 
the value of the original world. And in literature, the inventor of that, 
it seems to me, the incredible inventor of that, was Zola. It was Zola, 
hence the very bizarre construction, the construction then by which 
he signaled himself - which is both his strength and his weakness — his 
very, very curious literary construction where he takes a subject and 
exhausts it. . It's the anti-Balzac, if you will. 


In a sense, Balzac is far ahead of Zola. It has a rather late side, the 
Zola method, and at the same time, if we put back in [47:00] his late 
project, yes, well, okay, late on one point, but on other points, so new. 
You see, its novelty, it proceeds in sections. If he makes you a novel 
about money, well, the subject must be exhausted. If he makes you a 
novel on alcoholism, good, it's a kind of fresco, each of which is 
supposed to exhaust its object. It is not at all the system from one 
novel to another where there are all sorts of junctions, referrals, etc. 
This method which really consists in going to the end of a world, that 
is naturalism. And that can only be understood if you understand, only 
if you grasp, in naturalism, this essential thing, this very beautiful 
thing, which is that, for them, all, all, all, all that they present to us, 
all the milieus they present to us are perfectly determined states of 
affairs, [48:00] historically and geographically, but which are in 
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at the same time presented as originary worlds. And it is as originary 
worlds that they take them at the beginning and lead them to their 
end. These original worlds will have an absolute beginning and a 
radical end. So well — [we hear someone entering whom Deleuze 
greets] Hello — so well that, so well that you will have a double 
thickness: an action will take place in a historically determined 


environment, but at the same time, it is good something else that will 
take place, something deeper, which will take place in the originary 
world which corresponds [49:00] to this determined environment. It is 
at each moment of the story that you can discover the original world 
which corresponds to the derived environments. 


See, naturalism is not at all, it seems to me, as it is simply said, a 
description of environments determined as exactly as possible. They 
are, on the contrary, very great poets. It is the elevation of historical 
milieus, of determined historico-geographical milieus; it is the 
elevation of states of affairs to the form of an originary world which 
has its beginning and its end. [Pause] That's the first point. 


Second point: therefore, this world [50:00] originary or primordial, it 
is as if therefore, understand? They will have no trouble explaining to 
us, but that changes everything; if you have understood this first 
point, I would say, they will have no difficulty in showing us that, 
whatever the world ... whatever the environment considered, it has 
remained, literally, the most "natural" that or: that is to say the most 
natural in what sense? That it is the world of bestial cruelty, of animal 
cruelty, or of primitive holiness, of the most delicate soul, of the 
original soul, and that, in any environment determined in history and 
in geography, you only have to scratch to find the original world that 
will deliver to you the most incredible [51:00] prehistoric animals, 
but no longer prehistoric, where the most celestial people, but no 
longer celestial. It's a funny operation, naturalism. So, I hope you have 
already known them, the... [Deleuze does not finish the sentence] 


So, second point; here, I just developed the theme...See, the first 
update, 


[A voice is heard close to Deleuze] in the image-action, it does not 
happen, if I try to follow a logical order, it does not even happen in 
the milieu-situation-action complex; it takes place in this 
establishment, this exhibition of supposedly primordial worlds, of 
originary worlds. 


[52:00] Second remark... What? 
A student: [Question from a student] 


Deleuze: Not right away, not right away. He is approaching, yes, I am 
going to rest. [ Break] 


Second point: [Pause] so what is it made of, what is it made of, an 
originary world? 


[Pause] What is it made of? [Pause] What is secondness? What 
secondness will be exercised? 


What duels? We have seen: just as these were not milieus-situations, 
they were not yet [53:00] milieus-situations, they were originary 
worlds, primordial worlds. 


Likewise, it is like not actions yet, at least, under the most rigorous 
and precise action, you are going to discover something. In the same 
way that in the most historically and geographically determined 
environment you discovered the originary world, there, under the 
most rigorous and implacable action, you will discover another 
secondness, an originary secondness. And what will it be, the 
originary secondness? 
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It will be -- and this is indeed a second thing -- the coupling of what 
will found all action according to naturalism, namely the coupling of 
the drive and its object. [54:00] Originary worlds are made of drives 
and drive-objects in the form of secondness because objects and drives 
are separate. The drive and the blind, obstinate search for its object, 
or for something that will be its object, and the object is in search of 
its drive. 


[Pause] And it could be the purest savagery, why? Because "object" is 
a bad word. The drive does not choose an object; she tears, she cuts, 
she captures, she tears her object. It does not tear [55:00] its object 
out of sadism; it tears apart its object to constitute it, why? Because it 
is well known, [Pause] and it is not by chance that there, these 
authors will have nevertheless undergone a certain influence of 
psychoanalysis. 


The object of the drive is what psychoanalysis has been able to call, 
with Mélanie Klein, "the partial object". The partial object, the 
disappointing thing about the phrase "partial object" is that it looks 
like it's a type of object, but it's not a type. of object, the partial object. 
It is an object reduced to this state. Something had to be torn from the 
complete object. In other words, we must find another word than 
partial object. As I haven't found one well, let's say an "eject" or a 
"deject", implying the action [56:00] of tearing out. He must be 
conquered about the state of things. The drive must conquer. In other 
words, the drive never has a global object as its object; it must 
conquer the state of affairs of the pieces. Because the true object of the 


drive is the piece. [ Break] 


And the original world is precisely the world where the drives and the 
pieces-objects are confronted, the pieces which will serve as objects 
for the drive. And these pieces can be what? 


As many as there are urges. And what are impulses? As many as there 
are pieces, it can be. Everything that is in pieces [57:00] arouses a 
drive, even if it is artificial. We are beyond the artifice/nature 
difference since, even in the most artificial world, there is something 
original at play. So that everything that is a piece is an object of drive, 
who is what? Well, sexual urges with body parts; impulses of money 
with these ready-made pieces, the coins; hunger pangs, food cravings, 
excellent for 


"parts" ; and then maybe many more. And so, you will have the 
original world; there, the notion of originary world becomes clearer. 
[58:00] When the determined state of things, however historical it 
may be, however artificial it may be, allows this one and only history 
to emerge: the history of drives and their objects. [ Break] 


So that at this level of the action-image, what will be the type of sign 
that will respond to "originary world" as it develops into an object- 
drive? What is the form, the sign of this secondness? The sign of this 
secondness is what must be called the symptom, and this cinema will 
be a cinema of symptoms. And after all, the directors who have risen 
to this cinema will have the right -- if they want to -- to say as 
Nietzsche said: [59:00] "We, doctors of civilization", " us, doctors of 
civilization", this sentence that he applied to philosophers: a small 
number of great directors are able to appropriate it: 


"We are doctors of civilization", meaning something very, very precise, 
namely: in the most historic and most determined environment, we 
diagnose the "originary world" that this historical and determined 
environment conceals, this state things. For we are diagnosing the 
drives, the drive-objects, the nuptials between drives and objects, as 
they unfold [60:00] in this world. [ Break] 
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Third remark: [Pause] therefore, I say, this originary world defined by 
the adventure of the drives and their objects, it is a radical origin, it is 
an absolute beginning, and it is at the same time an end. absolute. 
What interests them, therefore, is that this world -- it is not the 


intermediaries that interest them; precisely a "realist", he is interested 
in the intermediaries, in what there is between the two, he is not 
interested neither in the beginning nor in the end - But, they, they are 
only interested at the beginning and at the end because it is the same 
thing: it is in the same movement that this world [61:00] hatched and 
that it is already finished. It is as if the naturalist idea is to make 
abortive worlds precisely because for them, really, what God has 
achieved is abortive worlds; one can suppose in a mythology, there 
are mythologies like that: God before creating the world, he tries, he 
fails. He does a lot of duds that don't work, so he throws them out 
before he creates our world. They say: well no, we are still in the 
period of failures. We have all sorts of original worlds, all failed, what 
will they be defined by? 


Time, real time, is this identity of beginning and end. The only thing 
that counts is: the beginning of the originary world, and therefore also 
its absolute end, its radical end. [62:00] And why are they going toa 
drastic end? It is because these original worlds are closed systems, and 
they are abominably closed systems. [Pause] We are locked up in 
these trials of worlds, in these primordial worlds, or rather the 
characters are radically and forever locked up -- forever? Let us 
beware; maybe we are going too fast; but so much the better, we will 
rectify. - And they are coming to an end, why? Because they follow 
the slope of the drives and their objects. And the originary world is 
nothing other than the common slope of the drives and their objects. 


And what is [63:00] the common slope of the drives and their objects? 
Well, on the one hand, it is death, and there arises the strangest death 
drive as a collection of all drives. Yes, psychoanalysis has been there! 
But it is much more alive, if necessary, they do not depend on it. What 
is the slope of objects? Where all the objects come together forming 
humus which is one with the humus of the beginning of the world and 
the humus of the end of the world, it is the deposit of garbage, it is the 
universal waste. And when the drive will be rummaging in the 
garbage, we will know that the original world [64:00] has come to an 
end, but its end, it was there, from the beginning. [ End of tape] 
[1:04:06] 


Part 2 


Long live naturalism. Wonderful ! And it's like the world of 
Empedocles when it's ruled by discord, eyes without brows, hands 
without arms, all the partial objects that come together and ripple, 
that form a kind of swamp. See how it is no longer Expressionism at 
all. -- There I don't want me to linger then, I have to... -- It's no longer 
Expressionism at all, of course. It is the world of drives and their 
objects. It's no longer affects at all -- there I don't want to, I don't 
develop. -- Good ! 


So there is this common slope that goes from the original world in its 
absolute beginning to its radical end, [65:00] with all the same, it's all 
too sad, it's too sad, ah yes, if, at unless -- it's like the entropy, the 
entropy of the originary world, ah yes -- unless the closed world, the 
originary world in its closure, in its slope, in its entropy, is something 
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part open on the Open, or "half-open", unless there is a rise in entropy, 
a "neg-entropy". What would bring about this rise in entropy? Is there 
a salvation? Hey, [66:00] God, naturalists are far from mystical! But 
they did not cease to pose the problem of faith. 


Is there a salvation? Not in the general sense, but once said that they 
are the ones who invented this problem, of the original worlds, closed 
vases in which they discovered under the determined states of things, 
from then on they could not avoid encountering the problem of: are 
we going to get out of this, and who will get out of this? What faith? 
And they wavered between two answers, no doubt; a faith of type... 
No, between several answers. Perhaps a faith of a religious type, that 
is to say any religion abdicated. To extract a faith from religion was a 
possible answer. 


[67:00] Or else, oh yes, maybe love. But what love would it take to 
remount this entropy, to open up these closed worlds? Or 
revolutionary socialism. And after all, it was already all directions 
from Zola. How to get out of these original worlds, by love, by 
socialism, by an equivalent of faith? Is it possible ? 


Here is the painting, here in three moments, you see the painting that 
I wanted to do. Well, it was enough... You guessed it; in my opinion, 


there are only two types who, in cinema, have constructed this world 
of drives and objects from one end to the other, and made [68:00] see 
the original worlds under the states of determined things: it is 
obviously Stroheim and Buñuel, and that is the action cinema of 
Stroheim and Buñuel. ... What ? 


Student: [Question inaudible] 


Deleuze: We are going to see it because I would like... We are going to 
see it, the question is very fair. We'll see with these two. On that, I'm 
going to try to show, not at all to try to apply that to Stroheim and 
Buñuel, but I'm going to try to show how everything I said came out 
of Stroheim's cinema and Bufuel's cinema . But in other words, I 
would almost say, it's pre-action cinema, not action cinema. It's not 
realism, it's naturalism. And it's very, very different. It is this world of 
drives and their objects. And filming impulses and [their objects], as 
far as I know, American cinema, [69:00] no matter how powerful — 
I'm not saying... again, remember my rule, I'm not saying it's 'is better 


--, American cinema has never understood this problem. So that 
Stroheim and Bufiuel could not be integrated into American cinema, 
even when they were in Hollywood, or when they went there. The 
real thing in American cinema, it seems to me, to simplify a lot, was 
action cinema. But what was happening at the level... They don't 
believe in the idea of originary worlds, necessarily; the idea of 
originary worlds is such a European idea, to discover originary worlds 
under, under determinate states of affairs, is not at all an American 
idea, it is an Old German or a little twisted Spanish, what. Yes, it's an 
idea, well, it's very curious. But to my knowledge, only they have 
understood this. 


Student: And [Marco] Ferreri, what is he into? [Deleuze: Who? ] 
Ferreri. [70:00] 


Deleuze: Ferreri, ah, Ferreri, that's a case. Perhaps Ferreri would be in 
this line. Yes, maybe, it would be interesting to see Ferreri in this 
aspect. Yes, that, yes, there are films, I see right away what you're 
thinking, yeah, oh yes, it's even very good. Maybe, but does he have 


14 


the genius of the other two, yes perhaps. Ferreri could very well fit 
into this... [Pause] -- 


I have to run to the secretariat. Don't go...you too? Oh, what a 
coincidence! But, me first, huh, because I'm in a hurry. [ Break ; stop 
recording] 


Deleuze: [Pause; Deleuze comments in a low voice] We must close the 
door that is there, 


[71:00] if you don't mind, if you don't mind, close the door. [Pause, 
various noises] That's it? [Pause] [72:00] So? [Pause] This door 
annoys me. [Pause] I hate doors. 


[ Pause] 


Well, then I would like to say very quickly indeed what this 
"naturalism" is. [73:00] If you understood me, I don't see any... 
Everyone knows that with Buñuel, for example, the question of his 
"surrealism" is a very difficult question to ask. In this regard, I want to 
say something very, very simple: the ambiguity of the Buñuel- 
Surrealism relationship is very easily explained. 


It's that, what is really surreal for Buñuel? It is precisely the discovery 
and construction of these original worlds. And that had very little to 
do [with] Breton; Breton was not mistaken -- as for the strangeness of 
the Bunuel-Breton relationship -- he felt that Buñuel was not one of 
them. Literally, the first Surrealism is precisely naturalism, if we 
define naturalism by [74:00] this construction and this discovery of 
the original worlds interior to the historico-geographical states of 
affairs. So... -- Shit! 


Shit ! Shit ! [Pause] Would you mind closing that door? [Pause] I feel 
very Bunuelian; it must be closed; all that is the enemy! I don't believe 
any salvation comes from outside, nothing but bad can happen. - 


I take it, I'm just trying now that I've tried to develop the general 
scheme, I'm just saying things... First, I start with: what do you find in 
common between Stroheim and Buñuel, [ 75:00] even in their way of 
filming? You have a first theme which is fundamental, which is that of 
closed worlds. Even who, when they are open to nature, it can be 
exteriors. But the great fences, even of outdoor landscapes, in one as 
in the other, are great moments. The mountains of Stroheim are not 
nothing; the exteriors of Buñuel, filmed in such a way that this 
constitutes precisely closed vases. Here is a first... these closed worlds 
which are precisely original worlds, that is to say where the history of 
drives and their objects will be unleashed. 


Second point: all actions are reported, indeed; it is the first form of 


violence in cinema. We will see, in our analysis of the image-action, 
we will see all forms of violence. 


[76:00] But this first violence is naturalistic violence, first in the 
logical sense in which we are in our analysis. It is the violence of the 
drives and their objects, of these torn objects and of these drives that 
tear. This is the world of predators. I tear off, and that's it, and the 
actions are only there "for something", which is the originary action, 
that is to say the act of the drive. It's not stocks; there are no actions in 
this cinema. These are instinctual acts, which involve the greatest 
cunning when necessary. Cunning, yes, it is part of the drive, etc. But 
it is not yet the action-image in the sense of American cinema. 


I say all that... Then the double slope of degradation, [77:00] where 
the drive and the object rush towards what? Towards the end of the 
world, end of the world which in the two, for example, united in the 
same image, the famous image of "Folies de Femme" [de Stroheim, 
1922; "Foolish 
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Wives"]: the discarded corpse, the discarded corpse in the garbage 
dump, that is to say the common finality of drive and object. And the 
no less famous image at the end of "Los Olvidados" 


[de Buñuel, 1950]: the corpse of the kid thrown by the garbage dump. 
[Pause] And, in both, [78:00] the affirmation that it is always an 
originary world; it could be an operetta principality with Stroheim, it 
could be an operetta of the "Merry Widow" type [by Stroheim, 1925; 
"The Merry Widow'"]. It could be anything. It could be the casino, in 
"Folies de Femme", etc. This closed world is discovered and posited as 
the originary world, the world of origins, that is to say the world 
which is defined as a symptom by drives and by objects, and by torn 
objects. 


Hence, in one as in the other also, a completely new type of close-up. 
This time and this time only, the close-up is indeed the partial object. 
In one as in the other, 


[79:00] shoes as objects of the sexual drive, or the missing leg, 
infirmity. 


But, see, I am not going back on what I said when I said about the 
affection-image: but the close-up never constitutes something as a 


partial object. Its operation is quite different. There I find in effect 
another type of close-up, but I do not have to correct myself, because 
it is not the close-up which constitutes the thing as a partial object; it 
is because the thing is in itself a partial object insofar as it is an object 
of the drive that, from then on, it becomes the business of a close-up. 
Hence close-up of shoes, hence close-up of missing legs, hence close- 
up of infirmity, [80:00] etc., etc. 


The common slope is ultimately the way in which the drive takes on 
an originary world, you may extract it from a milieu; it crosses several 
circles. It is even one of these differences with what we will see later 
on the medium. It includes different backgrounds, how is it oriented? 
It has two coordinates. It is oriented... an originary world, it is already 
oriented in its distribution of drives into rich-poor, by the classes 
which are a derived notion. 


But the brutality of the rich and the poor and the good and the bad, 
rich-poor, good and bad, will criss-cross the world of impulses and 
their objects. [Pause] [81:00] With Buñuel, as with Stroheim then, the 
way in which the food drive, hunger, is fundamentally filmed, 
especially Buñuel, that goes without saying. Ah, well, all that. 


But, I would just like to get to whether there was a distinction there. If 
you like, the parallels and the correspondences between the two 
appear to me so great in a common naturalism. But everyone feels at 
the same time that these two authors are extraordinarily different. 
What they have in common, I can also say: you know that Stroheim, 
in a pathetic way, as soon as he could no longer make films, he died 
so much from not being able to make films, that he made pseudo- 
novels, and these novels are scenarios of what he would have liked to 
do. These scenarios are lamentable novels; if we want to pose [82:00] 
the difference between novels, it's very bad as novels, but as 
screenplays, it's sublime. He wrote a lot in this regard, they are pure 
scripts, admirable. 


There is one, "Poto Poto", which is very unusual. [ For reference, see 
The Movement-Image, p. 


177 (The Movement-Image, p. 126)] We have an idea of how 
Stroheim's work would have turned out. "Poto Poto" is p-o-t-o p-o-t-o, 
and it's his great African film. Now you may know that one of 
Stroheim's films, "Queen Kelly", included... which was interrupted, 
that it did not 


16 


could not push to the end, included an African episode. Kelly, the 
heroine Kelly was going to Africa, and terrible things had to happen. 
And "Poto Poto" is the sequel, it's the great African film where there is 
a... where the young woman, where the young woman, but [83:00] 
sells herself, she sells her body, but in a very curious way: roulette. 
This is the world of the rich, that. She sells her body at roulette, that is 
to say, there are men who place bets, and whoever places the biggest 
bet has the right to play roulette with her. That's a typical Stroheim 
scene. We imagine what he does with it in the cinema. 


Well, there's a kind of alcoholic bully, a local colonial, who places a 
big bet, so he wins the right to play roulette with her, and it's: either 
she wins, she, and she takes the money from the bet, or else she loses 
and gives herself to him. Of course she loses. And he's going to take 
her to a putrid swamp where he's installed his operating and enslaving 
system. He's a tyrant, he's a tyrant. And now, and there, it's more and 
more pure 


[84:00] Stroheim; barely arrived, she is thrown into the swamp of 
"Poto Poto", that he shouts: "Now you have received baptism, here you 
are named honorary citizen of Poto Poto, the cesspool of the world, on 
the equator. Who is it that said "- that's... wait --: 


'a degree of latitude or longitude more or less completely changes the 
code of morals and laws'?" It is a kind of Montaigne or Pascal who 
must have said that: "a degree of latitude or longitude more or less 
completely changes the code of morals and laws". That, I would say in 
terms of cinema, is the cinema of milieus-actions. That. That's not the 
Law. Well here, see, well here, it's not like that. [85:00] It's not one 
degree of latitude or longitude more or less that changes, because, 
well here, the latitude is zero. It's the original world. "The latitude is 
zero! We of Poto Poto have no laws, no morals, no worldly etiquette. 
Here, no traditions, no precedent. Here everyone acts on the spur of 
the moment and does what Poto Poto pushes them to do. Poto Poto is 
our only law, our almighty leader, king emperor, mogul, supreme 
judge. He is merciless, he does not accept any extenuating 
circumstances." [Erich von Stroheim, Poto-Poto (Paris: Editions de la 
Fontaine, 1956), p. 132] Well, imagine that in cinema! t is latitude 
zero, it is the originary world. 


So, all that... But you feel that despite everything, these 
rapprochements, it's a rapprochement 


[86:00] very formal, it is that we are going to come back later to the 
case that someone has just cited because that seems fascinating to me. 
Wouldn't that be something quite close to the company indeed very 
unusual in the current cinema of Ferreri? Wouldn't it be he who would 
have understood something of this very curious, very violent cinema? 


This is the first major cinematic violence. This is the first world of 
violence. 


I would just like to point out the differences. What is it that, in this 
community of styles, in this common naturalism, Stroheim's 
naturalism is not the same as that of Buñuel? It's not the same thing. 
It's not the same world. I was saying, I was insisting on this: I started 
with Zola, and I said: Well yes, you understand, with Zola, [87:00] we 
know, it is indeed naturalism. But the history of the naturalist 
movement, if I push my comparison a little, it seems very interesting 
to me because a disciple of Zola was called [Joris Karl] 


Huysmans, and with Huysmans, something happened. He made a kind 
of manifesto saying: Well, Zola, we're fed up because it's too restricted, 
it's too reduced. Finally we 
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What does naturalism a la Zola tell us about? Well yes, we exhaust, as 
I just said, we exhaust everything to a book for, but why? For the most 
material, the most animal impulses. So yes, a book or a film on 
sexuality, [88:00] a film on avarice, a film on hunger or on food, he 
says: but that's not going far, all that is not going not far away. 


He says what should be discovered, and that's when Huysmans forms 
a very bizarre project, he says: But ultimately, you have to understand 
that there is a naturalism of the soul. There is not only a naturalism of 
the body, there is a naturalism of the soul. Moreover, there is a most 
artificial naturalism; there is a most artificial naturalism. You have to 
go even further, he adds, there is a naturalism of the spiritual, but to 
understand that, he says, you would have to have faith, and I don't 
have it yet. Luckily he will have it soon. [89:00] Yes, that's all he 
throws. He says: But enough is enough, there are not only social 
documents, or psychological documents; there are soul documents. 
And he claims to renew naturalism by this kind of trick: to make a 
naturalism of the soul, either in the form of artificial lives, he says: yes 
the naturalist hero, in the end, it's not famous because it is reduced to 
What ? 


It is reduced either to the brute beast, to the man dominated by his 
most material impulses, or to the ordinary man, and it slips into 
realism. The human beast or any individual. So he says, well, I'm 
going to give you a... [Recording paused] 


[90 :00] 


...including the realm of artificial lives. And then he tells how Des 
Esseintes 


[in A Rebours], who suffer from all illnesses, who is neurotic to the 
end, organizes a life of pure artifice. Good. And, in the course of the 
book, it always slips as a theme: finally, artifice is still disappointing, 
because what is even more beautiful than artifice is the supernatural. 
And the supernatural, only faith can give it to us. You see this shift 
from the perverse to..., from the man of perversion to the man of faith 
which will constitute a very strange new naturalism, where one can 
say almost, to a point where naturalism and supernaturalism are not 
distinguishable more. [91:00] 


I would almost say, between Stroheim... -- here I'm obviously 
simplifying too much -- but between Stroheim and Buñuel, there is 
something similar to this difference between Zola and Huysmans. 


Because what is ultimately the big difference, it seems to me? The big 
difference is this: it is that Buñuel, I would say -- you are correcting 
yourself, I would like to go quickly -- 


Bunuel does not stop questioning the possibility that there are 
impulses of good, or impulses of faith, faith as an impulse. Well, from 
there, the problem is twofold, faith or good as an impulse. 


Bunuel's [92:00] first response, but it's not a return to Zola's 
naturalism, it's another element. The item has changed. Bufiuel's first 
answer is: Well yes, there are impulses of faith, and much more there 
are impulses towards Good. Only they are no better than the others. 
They are as disgusting as the others. All that is the theme of Buñuel's 
relationship with Catholicism, it's very curious. But I think that at 
least we are somewhat armed at the moment to try to understand. 
Yes, yes, yes, there are saints. But yes, holiness exists, but you know, 
it's not worth much, all that. As bestial as the beast; also drive [93:00] 
partial object. In "Nazarin" [1959], remember what is said to the 
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priest: "You and me" -- and it's obviously the voice of the demon - "you 
and I are the same. 


The only difference is that you are on the side of Good and I on the 
side of Evil, and that is precisely why both of us are useless". key. 
"Both of us are useless." If you remember "Viridiana" [1961], the man 
of Good or the man of faith as radically useless. It is a closed universe 
no less than another . 


Even more, it's part, it's part [94:00] of the closed originary world. 
You will have the men of Good, you will have the men of Evil, you 
will have the poor, you will have the rich, the two do not correspond. 
You will have these four categories, but the radical uselessness of all 
that, the Good as well as the Evil; uselessness is parasites. This 
original world has as inhabitants only parasites, poor, rich, evil men, 
good men, they are parasites, they are predators. Good. So all these 
themes, they were also with Stroheim, but I mean, with Bunuel, this 
will become the fundamental theme. 


And, second level: and yet. And yet, isn't there a salvation, what I call 
the rise of entropy? In Stroheim, [95:00] there are very curious 
statements by Stroheim, where he pretends to be a pure Christian. But 
he loved so much, he loved so much to make declarations to astonish, 
obviously: he said, "oh but Christianity is very important; for me, 
Christianity runs through all my work. It doesn't seem obvious to me. 


[Laughs] But with Buñuel, it's obvious. So, therefore, there is like a 
small step of... And indeed, it is very much linked to: is there a 
salvation? From these closed originary worlds, can we go up the slope 
of the drive and its object? 


With Stroheim, I leave the question completely open, because there, 
once again, this work was interrupted too quickly. I would just point 
out that, in the screenplay projects, when he had to interrupt, on the 
one hand, all his endings were cut off, most often, since "Queen Kelly", 
at least taken over by [96:00] the scenario Poto Poto, is a story of 
pure love where, at the end, the two heroes, but in what state, come 
out of the swamp where they were tied to each other while the waters 
rose and the crocodiles arrived . That would have made these images, 
the swamp, the swamp according to Stroheim would not have been an 
expressionist swamp at all; it would have been a very, very curious 
naturalistic swamp. Like the "garbage dump" guy, that's what 
fascinates him: the dump, the dump and the corpse. Good. But, 
precisely, the two lovers who are attached to each other while the 
crocodiles arrive and the waters rise, wonderful! They are saved in 


time, and it is love that saved them. Good. There's the famous scene in 
Stroheim of the rise of entropy, the scene of apple blossoms and pure 
love in, in, in [ Pause] [97:00] "Wedding Symphony", I think... yes , 
it's in 


"Nuptial Symphony", in "Nuptial Symphony" [1928; "The Wedding 
March"]. But let's leave it, let's leave it open. We don't know, we don't 
know what Stroheim would have done. 


What I am saying is that, in the case of Buñuel, there is indeed an 
order. This indication that, by some means, why? Somehow maybe, 
maybe. So with him, it's always revolved around two poles, revolution 
or love. Transforming the world, changing life, finally all these famous 
things, I don't need to develop that. It seems to me that what I need, 
what I need to develop, is novelty. The formula 


"Stroheim", she is finally relatively well known, not her way of 
filming, but degradation, 
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with a big X, can we trace the degradation? [98:00] It is known. What 
is prodigious is the way in which he knows how to film degradation. 


When we say, he's a filmmaker of time -- we'll see later since I hope 
that, after the holidays, we'll come to the problem of the time-image 
in cinema -- I say, it's true and it is false, it is true and it is false. It's 
true, as they say in all the histories of cinema that he was the first to 
have really introduced "duration" into cinema, but we always say that 
about "Rapaces" [1924; "Greed"]. Me, I believe that he is indeed a 
filmmaker of time, but where the problem of time cannot intervene as 
such. So that's not quite true; he is not a filmmaker of the time, strictly 
speaking. A filmmaker of time, there is not so much because it is a 
funny problem, but there is a very simple reason why the problem of 
time cannot really be the object of Stroheim's cinema. It is precisely 
that time is subordinated [99:00] to the slope of the drives and their 
objects. And time can only intervene "according to" this major theme 
of Stroheim's cinema. It cannot come to the fore, it cannot be treated 
directly as such. It can only be treated according to the urges. 
Whereas, take another guy, who missed the question of impulses. He 
would have liked to, but he was too elegant; he was too elegant, too 
aristocratic. And he is just the opposite. It is because he, his problem 
is time, that he was never able to arrive at the problem of the drives, 
however hard he tried. It is Visconti; it is Visconti. It will not happen 


to the cinema of... He was far too aristocratic to arrive at this world of 
violence. But in the end it doesn't matter. 


I say, in Buñuel, there is [100:00] something, there is an absolutely 
new formula which is this, it seems to me, which is that we are more 
faced with degradation, possible upslope, which would be a bit like 
Stroheim's terms. Because he found something cinematically signed by 
Buñuel: for him, what is degradation? It revolves around something: 
degradation is, we'll see what that means, it's repetition; it is 
repetition. He is undoubtedly the first to have made repetition a 
cinematographic power. It's repetition, why? [101:00] Because 
everything deteriorates through repetition. Repetition is life, and it is 
the degradation of life. Always getting up, always going to bed, eating 
every day, how do you expect it to turn out well, all that? [Laughs] 


As Comtesse said earlier or rather as Lacan said, if there was no death, 
how could you live? You couldn't stand life. But if it had to last like 
that, repetition is degradation itself. What will happen in the closed 
universe of Buñuel is the process of repetition. This is what happens in 
the originary world. The original world is delivered to a process of 
self-repetition which [102:00] is one with its very degradation. 


But is it true? And what could save us from repetition? The answer is 
simple, and after all, it has been given, well, and that will allow us to 
find philosophers. What can save us from repetition? Nothing, except 
repetition. Ah, so there are two repetitions. Surely there are a 
thousand; among others, there are two. And there would be the 
repetition that saves, and there is the repetition who what? Who kills. 
There is repetition which is one with degradation, and there is 
repetition which saves from degradation, and which goes up the slope 
of degradation. And who said that? So, we have so many... [103:00] I 
see a first author who said it in the "burlesque" mode, or I don't know, 
burlesque is a bad word, an author 
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whom the surrealists knew very well, and it does not seem to me 
excluded that Buñuel knew him although, to my knowledge, he does 
not make any reference to this author -- it is... do not believe that I 
make pretending to hang around, but as always, I have a hole of -- the 
author of Impressions of Africa? [The students answer: Roussel] It was 
[Raymond] Roussel that the Surrealists loved very much. 


And Roussel often told strange stories like this; if you listen to the 


story, you'll see right away that it's Buñuel: seven corpses - I think it's 
seven, whatever -- a few corpses, each locked in a glass case, [104:00 
] are condemned to repeat, to repeat a fundamental event of their life. 
So everyone repeats. And a great scientist, in his corpse showcase, 
keeps repeating the fundamental event of his life, namely the death of 
his daughter by assassination. Repetition hell is a well-known theme, 
Strindberg too; Stroheim, he will be sensitive to it, good, but you will 
see where Bunuel takes off. And then this great scientist, corpse, who 
keeps repeating the murder of his daughter in a kind of absolute 
somnambulism, bad repetition, invents an incredible instrument for 
the time. NOW, 


[105:00] Roussel always ahead would have invented something else. 
He invents a synthesizer, where he borrows the voice of a singer. He 
tampers with this voice so much that he recreates his daughter's most 
natural, most authentic voice. And it is when he has found, thanks to 
the magic synthesizer, the pure voice of his daughter, that he is freed 
from bad repetition. And in a way, in a way, his daughter is returned 
to him. He's healed. He comes back from the dead. Beautiful story, 
beautiful story. 


The same Roussel abounds — that's one example among a thousand — 
he abounds with these tricks, namely, which consist in opposing two 
repetitions, the repetition which connects and the repetition [106:00] 
which frees, the repetition which saves . And he distributes them. But 
you know that's not what it's all about. In fact, he distributes them, the 
artist has all the rights to identify with them; there is imperfect 
repetition, and absolutely perfect repetition. We feel it is something 
else. It is not the perfection of repetition as repetition that is salvific. 
But it is a way of saying, it is a symbolic way of expressing the two 
repetitions to say that one includes small inaccuracies, and the other is 
perfect and absolutely exact. Everyone feels once again that it is 
something else, in these two repetitions. 


Another author, whom I don't know if Buñuel perhaps knew, and who 
had [107:00] great importance for philosophy, was called 
Kierkegaard. And the great Kierkegaard wrote a book called 
Repetition, and in this book, Repetition — I don't think Roussel knew 
him --, in this book, Repetition, he develops the following idea: There 
is bad repetition. , a demonic repetition that kills, and he calls it 
aesthetic repetition, and it's a repetition that binds us. It can be the 
repetition of the habit, or it is even worse: it is the repetition of Dom 
Juan. It is the aesthetic repetition of those who seek to relive the past. 
It is repetition turned towards the past. [Pause] [108:00] "I want to 
recreate the moment when I was happy". Eh ? "I want my fiancée back 


to me. But who can give her back to me? 


Hasn't she aged and so have I?" You see, this search through time, 
resurrecting the past. 


And then and then, that's finally, no matter how much they play the 
artist, it's bourgeois repetition, it's bourgeois repetition. But in this 
bourgeois world arise strange men whom 
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at first you do not recognize anything. They look like everyone else. 
However, 


[109:00] their real name is Job. Or Solomon. Or Kierkegaard himself, 
who was crying for a lost fiancée, who kept crying for lost fiancées, 
[Laughs] and who was faced with this problem: how to escape 
repetition? And he discovered this: what is the operation of faith? The 
operation of faith is this, and that is faith without religion. What is the 
peak of faith when it no longer depends, when it breaks through the 
religious ceiling? That I renounce everything -- not so that -- and in 
the same operation which is what Kierkegaard calls a leap, a leap: 
[110:00] everything will be returned to me. Let me renounce 
everything and everything will be returned to me. Much more, 
tenfold. I have to give up my fiancée for what? For my fiancée to be 
returned to me, in what form? Under the guise of absolute fidelity. Oh 
of course, she will not be returned to me body and flesh. How could 
that be? 


Besides, she married someone, it was the case of Kierkegaard, she 
married someone. It will be returned to me "better" than "body and 
flesh". She will be returned to me in the absolute fidelity that I would 
have for her. It is at the same time that I renounce it and obtain true 
repetition, the repetition that saves. Take. [111:00] Good. There we 
understand better. Symbolism was: inexact, imperfect repetition, 
perfect and exact repetition, but more profoundly, it is aesthetic 
repetition, repetition of faith, repetition by faith. But that's it. 


With Buñuel, what works cinematographically is not, it is much less, 
in a sense... As for capturing the movement of degradation, and of the 
small rises, small rises in entropy, that's It's Stroheim who knows how 
to do that. He's really on Zola's side, I believe, he's a kind of immense 
cinematographic Zola. [112:00] But what Buñuel puts the camera at 
the service of is the process of repetition and the possibility of a 


repetition that saves, that is to say that opens, that opens the world 
originally closed. And how does that show? 


You all think, for example, those who know a little about Buñuel, 
there are two fundamental cases, "Le Charme Discret de la 
Bourgeoisie" [1972], "Le Charme Discret de la Bourgeoisie", well, 
that's the type- even of the repetition that connects. And indeed, in the 
repetition that connects, if you want, you have to repeat, why? What 
is the law of repetition that connects? Roussel was already finally 
giving it away. This is why we cannot exclude an influence across 
[113:00] genres, Roussel on Bufiuel. Namely, it is that the event is 
undone even before, even before it occurs; the event unravels on its 
own before it even happens. We can't. And "Le Charme Discret de la 
Bourgeoisie" is the story of eight failed lunches that cannot be made, 
that is to say, that fall apart before they are made. It is the repetition 
that connects, and each time, with a different reason, a different 
motivation. 


But it is this repetitive series of eight terms that will constitute the 
structure of "Le Charme Discret de la Bourgeoisie". 


But the most famous film in this respect is "The Exterminating Angel" 
[1962]. [114:00] And 


"The Exterminating Angel", if I summarize it very quickly, before 
finishing it, it is: people, bourgeois 


-- always the theme of repetition linked to the bourgeoisie -- bourgeois 
find themselves gathered in a room, where they are normally 
gathered, socially. And the same scenes -- from the start 


-- the same scenes are filmed several times with variations. Robbe- 
Grillet took up this procedure, but he, I believe, in a completely 
different context than this problem of drives and their objects. So, I 
say, we must avoid purely formal comparisons because the problems 


22 


of Robbe-Grillet are so different. For him, it's more problems of time, 
it's not problems of impulses and objects; it's fantasy issues, but it's 
very different, all that. [115:00] 


But, I'm just saying, for example, two people, at the beginning of this 
movie, "The Exterminating Angel", two people are introduced to each 


other. Once it's filmed in such a way that they immediately turn away, 
it's as if they don't know each other, as if they're rather unsympathetic 
to each other, and the second time they are filmed as old friends 
reuniting. And in my memory, there is even a third time when they 
are still filmed. Likewise the master of the house, once, makes a toast 
in general indifference with hubbub, with everyone talking; a second 
time raises a toast in the general tension. And it's always like that. You 
have this kind of repetition which repeats by inaccuracies. And then 
you know what happens: they will find themselves, without 
understanding why, unable to leave the room. They will be 
condemned to a kind of [116:00] repetition. It is the closed originary 
world, the closed originary world. Yet there are no barriers, no one 
forces them; there is a drive, there is a drive which is their rooting in 
this originary world. It was enough to free the originary world 
corresponding to the state of things so that, from then on, they could 
not get out of it, so that there was a drive to take root. 


They are going to play their story with, each time, with the dead, each 
time, with the dead man's hand in that of the exterminating angel, this 
kind of obsessive repetition, etc., and then there is a strange young 
woman, the Valkyrie, the Valkyrie, who has a very curious role, who 
seems to be the daughter of God. It was she who determined the first 
confinement, that is to say the bad repetition, at the moment when 
she threw a lighter into the window, which was like the departure 
[117:00] of the originary world. It was the signal for the start of the 
development of the original world. And then she gives herself or she 
does not give herself to the master of the house who seems to be God 
the father and herself to be the daughter of God, among others, among 
others. Finally, we don't really know because it seems at the same 
time that this God-the-father is powerless, well, it's the least of things, 
since they are impulses. So, all of that, good. 


And they are released all of a sudden. The closed world has opened 
up. It opened with a rehearsal of a special type which was the report 
of the Valkyrie and the householder. And you absolutely have the 
Kierkegaardian theme or Raymond Roussel's theme, that of the 
repetition that saves. Except that, she saves and she does not save. 
[118:00] Thereupon, all happy, they all find themselves in a 
cathedral, with many more people, to sing a Te Deum in favor of the 
repetition that saves. No chance. They confused faith and religion. 
They confused faith and religion. This Te Deum is a disaster since they 
all find themselves more numerous than the first time in the cathedral, 
and they cannot leave it. It will start again. That is to say, evil 
repetition has reintroduced itself into the cathedral while there is the 
rumor of social unrest and revolution outside. So the repetition that 


saves has failed, but there is the other possibility that the world will 
open up through revolution, well, all that. [ See analyzes of these 
films in L’Image-Mouvement , pp. 178-179] 


Finally in a great, great Buñuel: "The Milky Way" [1969], there you 
find its whole theme. 


But of course there are [119:00] urges of faith, there is whatever you 
want. Only once again, first of all, the impulses of faith are as 
disgusting as the impulses of 
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pure matter or pure bestiality, and on the other hand, even insofar as 
this is not, all that, it only makes useless and parasitic. The thirties of 
"The Milky Way" which is, I believe, one of Bufiuel's greatest. And on 
the other hand, oh yes, the character of Christ, isn't it repetition that 
saves? And there, the commentators of "The Milky Way", I refer you 
there, I have a book which is good in this respect, Maurice Drouzy's 
book: Luis Buñuel, Architecte du Rêve ca s'appelle, [Deleuze quotes 
the book by Drouzy in the Lherminier edition, undated (1978), 
LImage-Mouvement, p. 178] comments very well on "The Milky Way", 
showing how technically, each time there is bad repetition, it is really 
the camera, that 


[120:00] whether in the interiors, or in the exteriors, constitutes the 
world like a closed vase, like a closed vase, even outside, prisons 
operate, with columns, with a very, very skilful play of sets, all that, 
or very skilful camera games. 


And on the contrary, in the passages of Christ, where we never see the 
sky, in particular, even in the exteriors, and on the contrary, in the 
passages of Christ, there on the contrary, it is the open world, the 
possibility of a repetition that saves, in what form? It is a Christ who 
is both faith without religion and revolution, without what? That's the 
surreal for him, that's the surreal. It is not something that opposes the 
real, it is something that happens in the originary world 
corresponding to the real world, [121:00] to the real environment. It 
is by going through the originary world that we will know if we are 
definitively condemned, or if the closed world can be opened, and 
opened by what? Only here, at the end, Buñuel doubts, as Drouzy 
shows very well, at the end, it is the only time, on the final images, 
Christ himself is filmed in a vacuum, as if he had opened up the 
possibility of the repetition that saves, but it reminded us that all of 


this, we must not go so fast, and boom! Here is Christ reintegrating 
into his original world where he is like the others, a parasite. 


So you see; finally what happens? I would like that the next time -- 
indeed, your remark interests me more and more -- possibility that if 
you follow me in this 


[122:00] description of the first level of the action-image, namely, the 
originary world as a form of secondity referring to the drive-object 
secondity, and all this adventure, in fact, when I say it happened twice 
and then that's all in the cinema, your remark: "perhaps that's indeed 
Ferreri's problem", particularly in a film you were talking about, a film 
from the beginning, I believe, of Ferreri where there two guys who 
keep blowing on a balloon, that would be very curious. Do you know 
this film? What is this movie called? [He is given the title, inaudible; 
it is the film "Break Up" quoted by Deleuze in L'Image-Mouvement, p. 
180 


(1965; "L'uomo dei cinque palloni")] Oh good, "Break Up", great. 
Stunning, I feel then, indeed, one would have to say, we will see; I ask 
that, for the next time, especially those 


[123:00] who know a little Ferreri, let's talk about Ferreri. And on 
that, you see exactly where we are; we will then pass to the second 
level of the action-image. 


So. [End of recording] [2:03:12] 


